and (c-d) galvanostatic charge-discharge profile and rate capibility of MoS and MoS-G electrodes over a potential window of 2.6 V-0.01 vs. Na/Na + and 2.6 V-0.4 V vs.
Na/Na + respectively.
MoS and MoS-G have been tested in 8:1:1 (MoS2:C:CMC) ratio. From Fig. S4 it is evident that the 8:1:1(MoS2:rGO+C:CMC) MoS-G electrode delivered a discharge capacity of 486 mAh g -1 at 100 mA g -1 compared to 575 mAh g -1 at same rate when loaded at 6:2:2 (MoS2:rGO+C:CMC) ratio. Specially at high current density (1 A g -1 ) 8:1:1 ratio MoS-G displayed 272 mAh g -1 which is lower than 433 mAh g -1 as observed in 6:2:2 ratio electrode. Thus the performance of the 8:1:1 electrode is limited by the percolation network of conductive carbon achieved and thus, the results of the 6:2:2 electrodes are a better representation of the material performance. In case of the intercalation behaviour it is observed that the difference between the capacity exhibited by the 8:1:1 and 6:2:2 MoS-G electrodes (~195 mAh g -1 vs. 203 mAh g -1 ) is not as significant as seen in the conversion behaviour. This could be explained via the mechanism of capacity reduction (with reduction of carbon). The capacity reduction observed when less conductive additive is used can be attributed to two reasons: the higher ohmic drop leads to the cut-off conditions being triggered earlier; and the fact that some parts of the electrode may not be perfectly connected by the carbon network due to lack of carbon. In case of MoS-G composite, the second reason is negated due to the extensive and homogenous presence of rGO sheets that ensure proper connection of all MoS2 nanoflowers.
However, the presence of lesser amount of conductive additive ensures a higher ohmic drop and hence, the cut-off conditions will get triggered early even in case of MoS-G composite. However when we compare the drop in capacity in the different voltage windows (intercalation vs. conversion), we observe that the drop in capacity in case of conversion is more than the drop in case of intercalation. This can be explained on basis of the above established mechanism of capacity drop and the nature of voltage profiles towards the end of discharge cycle in the two voltage windows. In case of intercalation, towards the end of discharging, the voltage profile exhibits a sharper slope as compared to the conversion results. Thus, for the same amount of ohmic drop, the material exhibits a larger drop in case of conversion as compared with intercalation. 
